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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A statement identifying the original status of the claims is contained in Appellants' 
Appeal Brief. Claims 1-16 are pending in the above-identified patent application. Claims 1,13 
and 16 are the independent claims. 

Each of claims 1-16 stands finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Claims 1-16 are 
appealed. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
There have been no amendments to the claims filed subsequent to the appealed rejections. 

SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 
A Summary of the claimed subject matter is contained in Appellants' Appeal Brief. 

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 
A statement identifying the original grounds of rejection presented for review is 
contained in Appellants' Appeal Brief. In the present Office Action, Claims 1-16 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,091,121 issued to Oda, in view 
of S. Savastiouk et al., "Atmospheric Downstream Plasma," (hereinafter "Savastiouk") and U.S. 
Patent 6,559,01 1 issued to Shibib. 

CLAIMS APPEALED 
A copy of the appealed claims is contained in an Appendix of Appellants' Appeal Brief. 
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ARGUMENT 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the following three criteria must 

be met: 

[f]irst, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art 
reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. 

M.P.E.P. §2143. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness for at least the reason that there exists no motivation to combine the 
references, and further, even if combinable, the references collectively do not teach each and 
every limitation of the independent claims. 



Independent Claims 1 , 1 3 and 1 6 

The combined teachings of Oda with those of Savastiouk and Shibib do not teach or 
suggest a stress compensation layer with a tensile stress sufficient to counterbalance at least a 
portion of an overall residual stress of a power transistor device, a limitation present in each of 
independent claims 1,13 and 16. 

This has been Applicants' primary argument with respect to the prior combination of 
Hebert, Zommer and Savastiouk, as well. Nonetheless, the Examiner has not pointed to any 
portion of any cited reference that discloses this feature. In fact, other than copying the 
limitations of claim 1 in the rejection on page 3, the Examiner has not addressed this limitation at 
all in the current rejection. 

The Examiner, beginning on the top of page 3 of the current Office Action, stated that, 

Oda teaches in figures 102 and related text a method for 
controlling the curvature of a power transistor device comprising a 
device film formed on a substrate, the method comprising the steps 
of: 

applying a stress compensation layer (e.g. layers 12, 15, 17) 
to a surface of the device film (any layer below them), the stress 
compensation layer having a tensile stress sufficient to 
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counterbalance at least a portion of the overall residual stress of the 
device. 

Again, the Examiner has not provided any support for the allegation that Oda teaches "a 
stress compensation layer with a tensile stress sufficient to counterbalance at least a portion of an 
overall residual stress of a power transistor device." 

The Examiner has acknowledged that Oda does not teach the step of thinning the 
substrate, wherein a power transistor device having an overall residual stress attributable at least 
in part to the thinning step. The Examiner pointed to Savastiouk for teaching thinning the 
substrate. The Examiner further asserts that the combination is motivated by the teachings of 
Savastiouk who point out the advantages of using a thinner substrate. 

While Savastiouk may teach an advantage that thinner substrates allow device 
manufacturers to "increase the number of die per wafer," Savastiouk does not disclose or suggest 
that thinner wafers may be used to control curvature of a power transistor device, as taught by 
the present invention. 

Thus, Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertions for at least the 
reason that there exists no motivation to combine the teachings of Oda with those of Savastiouk 
and Shibib, to come up with the limitations of the present invention. For example, with regard to 
the proposed combination of Oda and Savastiouk, the Examiner found it obvious to use the 
procedures of Savastiouk in Oda "to thin the substrate in Oda's device." See, Office Action, 
page 3. Applicants disagree and respectfully submit that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be motivated to supplement the teachings of Oda with those of Savastiouk to thin the 
substrate in Oda's device, as the Examiner suggests, in order to control curvature of a power 
transistor device. 

To the extent that Savastiouk suggests to thin a substrate, it is for an entirely different 
purpose. In addition, there is no suggestion in Savastiouk that the overall residual stress is 
attributable at least in part to the thinning step. While Savastiouk may include keywords of 
"residual stress" and "thinning," Savastiouk does not suggest that the overall residual stress of a 
device is attributable to the thinning step. Therefore, it is the Applicants' position that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to combine the teachings of Oda with those of 
Savastiouk. 
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Applicants respectfully further submit that the teachings of Oda, Savastiouk, and Shibib, 
even if combinable, in no way teach or suggest a stress compensation layer with a tensile stress 
sufficient to counterbalance at least a portion of an overall residual stress of a power transistor 
device attributable, at least in part, to a thinning of a substrate of the device. The Examiner's 
failure to provide any support for the allegation that Oda teaches "a stress compensation layer 
with a tensile stress sufficient to counterbalance at least a portion of an overall residual stress of 
a power transistor device," strongly suggests that it doesn't exist (especially when Applicants 
have consistently identified this limitation as a distinguishing feature in prior responses). 
Applicants can find no such teaching in Oda or elsewhere in the cited references. 

Specifically, nothing in the combined teachings of the references in any way indicates 
that the layers 12, 15, 17 of Oda would have a tensile stress sufficient to counterbalance any 
amount of overall residual stress resulting from substrate thinning. Layers 12, 15, 17 of Oda are 
protecting nitride films. While Oda teaches a protecting insulator film having a compressive 
stress for relaxing a tensile stress of the protecting nitride film (see, e.g., Abstract), there is no 
suggestion that the tensile stress is sufficient to counterbalance any amount of overall residual 
stress resulting from substrate thinning. In fact, it appears from the limited teachings of Oda that 
the protecting insulator film is merely present to compensate for stresses inherent in layers 
adjacent thereto. 

Claims 7 and 11-12 

With regard to claim 7, this claim specifies that the steps (e.g., of claim 1) of thinning the 
substrate and applying a stress compensation layer are performed repeatedly until a desired 
curvature is attained. Applicants respectfully submit that the teachings of the cited references, 
even if combinable, do not teach or suggest this limitation. 

In the present Office Action, page 4, the Examiner stated that it would have been obvious 
to monitor the curvature of the device by using an off-axis optical laser technique and to repeat 
the steps of thinning and applying until a desired curvature is attained." Applicants respectfully 
submit that these statements by the Examiner are incorrect. The cited references do not disclose 
that thinning of the substrate would produce a curvature of the device as the Examiner contends. 
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Claims 9 and 10 

Claim 9 specifies that the stress compensation layer applied to the surface of the device 
changes the curvature of the device. Claim 10 specifies that the stress compensation layer 
applied to the surface of the device maintains the curvature of the device. The Examiner asserts 
that this is inherent in the prior art device. While Oda may teach a protecting insulator film 
having a compressive stress for relaxing a tensile stress of the protecting nitride film, there is no 
suggestion that a stress compensation layer applied to the surface of the device changes or 
maintains the curvature of the device. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is believed that the §103 (a) rejections of claims 1-16 are improper and 
should be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe that claims 1-16 are in condition for 
allowance, and respectfully request the withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejections. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: November 29, 2005 Kevin M. Mason 

Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. 36,597 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
1300 Post Road, Suite 205 
Fairfield, CT 06824 
(203) 255-6560 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 



A copy of the appealed claims is contained in an Appendix of Appellants' Appeal Brief. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

None. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

None. 
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